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Commentor No. 360:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 360

360-1 360-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 361:  Charles F. Hubbard Response to Commentor No. 361

361-1

361-2

361-3

361-4

361-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor.  It should be noted that permanent deactivation of
FFTF is a part of this alternative.

361-2: DOE notes the commentor's interest in the reuse of nuclear fuel and
surplus plutonium, although issues of fuel reprocessing and surplus
plutonium disposition are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS.  U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited
the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from
spent nuclear fuel.  The “Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final
Environmental Impact Statement” (DOE/EIS–0283, November 1999)
Record of Decision (January 2000, 65 FR 1608) (see description in
Volume 1, Section 1.7) includes  the reuse of some surplus plutonium
from dismantled weapons in mixed oxide fuel (MOX).

361-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the need to expedite
cleanup at DOE facilities.  The restart of FFTF or any of the other
proposed alternative facilities would not impact the schedule or available
funding for existing cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.

361-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern relating to the cost of DOE
programs.
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Commentor No. 362:  Frank Hanley
International Union of Operating Engineers

Response to Commentor No. 362

362-1 362-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 363:  F. P. Brown Response to Commentor No. 363

363-1 363-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 364:  Dorothy L. Brown Response to Commentor No. 364

364-1 364-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 365:  Daniel E. Simpson Response to Commentor No. 365

365-3

365-4

365-1

365-2

365-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
along with the use of existing thermal neutron reactor irradiation facilities,
it is assumed that the commentor is referring specifically to ATR and
HFIR to the extent of their capability and availability.  Under Alternative 1
ATR and HFIR would continue to perform their present missions;
however, they would not undertake any new missions as outlined in the
NI PEIS.

365-2: The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented
in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.
However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is
reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial,
the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure
missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for
satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit
analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.

365-3: This comment is noted.  Analyses in the NI PEIS indicate  that all of the
alternatives assessed in the NI PEIS can be conducted within the bounds
of sound practice and applicable standards and regulations.

365-4: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.6.1, the use of CANDU reactors
was considered, but dismissed because this would not meet the
programmatic issue of enhancing the United States infrastructure to
support the stated missions.

DOE notes the commentor's recommendation to use FFTF for fast
neutron produced radioisotopes and to use a new research reactor for
thermal neutron produced radioisotopes should existing facility capacities
prove  insufficient. This combination of facility use is not a specific PEIS
alternative.  However, in the process of reaching a decision the Secretary
may consider, as appropriate,  combinations of PEIS alternatives.  All
isotopes capable of being produced in a thermal reactor can be produced
in the FFTF reactor.

365-5: The NI PEIS evaluates alternative ways of achieving the program
objectives on a programmatic basis.  Therefore, both reactors and
accelerators were considered in the evaluation of irradiation facilities.
DOE acknowledges that all of the alternatives are not equally effective in
meeting the program objectives.
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Commentor No. 365:  Daniel E. Simpson (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 365

365-1

365-4

(Cont’d)

365-5



2-510

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 366:  James Chung Response to Commentor No. 366

From: James.Chung@fluor.com%internet
[SMTP:JAMES.CHUNG@FLUOR.COM]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 7:10:59 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Environmental Impact Statement
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Sir or Madam,

It is with great concern that I write this e_mail to you regarding
the decision to re_start the FFTF. The draft EIS has all the
pertinent facts included, but will the facts alone determine your
decision?

If logic dictated our actions then FFTF would never have been
put in standby mode in the first place. The arguments for
re_starting the FFTF, and thereby correcting our past mistakes,
have been promulgated more thoroughly and eloquently than
that which follows. Nevertheless, I will reiterate the key point.
Nuclear Sciences are vital to our National Security, National
Energy Policy, Medical Science, Global Economic Sustainability,
and Global Climate stability.

There are many legitimate and sound reasons to re_start the
FFTF. Often these technical arguments are drowned out in a
cacophony of emotional and illogical voices whose sole purpose
is to feel a sense of accomplishment by ridding our nation of the
specter of radioactivity and all things nuclear. I believe that the
followers in the anti_nuclear movement are honestly
ignorant of the scientific merit of nuclear technology, these
people are genuine in their fear and mistrust of things nuclear.
The leaders of these movements however, are not to be
excused for their part in furthering and exploiting this ignorance.

366-1

366-1

366-2

366-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.

366-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 366:  James Chung (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 366

Please, let us not be swayed by the strident cries of those
who opinions are formed in ignorance and misinformation.
Instead, why not decide to re_start FFTF based solely on
the facts. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,

James Chung
2105 Kuhn Street
Richland, WA 99352
509.943.8357

366-2
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Commentor No. 367:  Carolyn Keeler Response to Commentor No. 367

From: Carolyn Keeler[SMTP:CKEELER@UIDAHO.EDU]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 6:39:00 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: making Plutonioum_238
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette Brown

I am a concerned citizen in Idaho. We do not want any production
of Plutonium in our state.

Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered at
INEEL or any other facility

Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective of human
health and the environment _ AND THE WATER IN IDAHO! How
can you live with yourself knowing that the aquifer in Idaho that is
being contaminated under that building is running into the Snake
River and then into the Columbia?

On top of that Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary, NASA
doesn't even need it and its use too risky to produce.

Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission of
producing medical and industrial isotopes that is at least beneficial
to humans instead of deadly.

Also, please consider extending the comment deadline 30 days.

Thanks for listening.

Dr. Carolyn Keeler

367-3

367-4

367-1

367-2

367-5

367-6

367-1: The commentor's position concerning the production of plutonium in Idaho
is noted.  Under Alternatives 1 through 4, the Fluorinel Dissolution
Processing Facility is a candidate facility for the production of plutonium-
238 to support NASA's deep space missions.  Plutonium-238 is not used
to make nuclear weapons.

367-2: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered under this PEIS.  The
alternatives include processing of target materials used to produce
isotopes for medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space missions,
and nuclear materials research and development.  Sections 4.3.1.1.13;
4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to clarify the waste
management approach for waste resulting from processing of target
materials for plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide, preparation
of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238 from irradiated
targets. This facility will meet the criteria to conduct these operations
safely with further analysis and/or minor modifications.

367-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding groundwater
contamination and the potential for its migration to the Snake and
Columbia River systems.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
activities to remediate existing contamination of the Snake River Plain
aquifer attributable to INEEL sources are ongoing and of high priority to
DOE.  INEEL has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place as summarized in Volume 1, Section 3.3.11.8
that would govern any proposed site activities.  Analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.2.1.4, 4.4.2.1.4, 4.5.2.2.4, and
4.6.2.2.4) addressing use of the FDPF indicate that there would be no
discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at INEEL
from normal operation of FDPF in support of the proposed activities.

367-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the production of plutonium-
238 for use in future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.
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Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238
are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

367-5: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no action
and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for the
production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a production
facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under Alternative 2),
it would support medical and industrial radioisotope production to the
extent possible.  DOE would try to minimize the impact of the new
mission on current medical and industrial radioisotope production.

367-6: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) “Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS.  As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the NI
PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late comments
were considered to the extent practicable.

Commentor No. 367:  Carolyn Keeler (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 367
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From: Sam and Jane
Snider[SMTP:SJSNIDER@MICRON.NET]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 8:49:52 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Plutonium_238
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please consider halting any further efforts to reprocess
plutonium_238 at the INEEL in Idaho. The production of
such substance appears to be unneeded and far too risky.
The danger to the environment far outweighs any possible
benefit that could come from the results of such efforts.
Thank you.

Samuel E. Snider
SJSnider@micron.net

Commentor No. 368:  Samuel E. Snider Response to Commentor No. 368

368-1

368-2

368-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the production of
plutonium-238 at INEEL for use in future NASA space exploration
missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose
and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production
capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

368-2: Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
each alternative would be small.
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From: Peter Roth
[SMTP:PETERBROTH@NOCHARGE.ZZN.COM]

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 9:47:34 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF Restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson,

Please accept the following as public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure
EIS.

As a citizen of the Pacific Northwest, I am deeply concerned about
the United States Department of Energy?s proposal to restart
Hanford?s Fast Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. I wish to have
my values incorporated into the formal administrative record and
taken into consideration when adopting the final record of
decision. I also want you to respond to my concerns before you
make your record of decision.

First of all, I do not want any plutonium produced in this world. It
is such an extremely toxic substance that it is not worth using it
for any purpose (especially when alternatives to its use exist)! In
addition, considering Hanford?s overwhelming problems,
including the crisis with tank waste treatment, as well as the
damage caused by and radiation released from the Hanford
wildfire, restarting FFTF is absolutely unacceptable. We must
deal with the waste already at Hanford and focus on the clean_up
mission. FFTF maintenance has already gobbled up $100 million
in clean_up money and distracted from desperately needed
clean_up. Tank wastes are already seeping towards
the Columbia River. More wastes must not be added to those
tanks. Clean_up must be the only priority. We must save the
Columbia River.

Commentor No. 369:  Peter B. Roth Response to Commentor No. 369

369-2

369-4

369-1

369-3

369-3

369-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns.  This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.   DOE
prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000.  The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS.  DOE gave
equal consideration to all comments.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.  DOE’s
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

369-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use.  In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in
September 1996, and consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide
the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.  There are
approximately  9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated
that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space exploration
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Commentor No. 369:  Peter B. Roth (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 369

Also, I object to the fact that you are asking citizens to
comment on an incomplete study. You have not told us
how you will deal with non_proliferation issues or additional
waste from FFTF. Should FFTF be restarted, that decision
will be illegal under Federal law and will be overturned!
Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now and save the future
of the Columbia River!

Sincerely,

Peter B. Roth
7415 _ 5th Ave NE #208
Seattle WA 98115_5370

369-1

369-6

369-1

369-5

missions may be lost.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further
clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 2 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  Potential health and safety impacts associated with future
launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-238 are not within the scope of
the NI PEIS analysis, but would be addressed in the specific NEPA
documentation prepared by NASA in support of such missions.

369-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and migration of contamination towards the Columbia
River.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

FFTF is located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There
are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  Further, none of the proposed activities
considered by this PEIS will be added to the tank wastes.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

In regards to the Hanford wildfire of 2000, the DOE Richland Operations
Office, the State of Washington Department of Health, and U.S.
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Environmental Protection Agency performed environmental monitoring on
and around the Site to assess potential radiological impacts.  The wildfire
did not cause a release of radioactive materials from any Hanford facility
but did result in resuspension of radioactive materials which were already
in the environment.  The low levels of radioactive materials that were
resuspended were slightly above natural background levels and required
several days of analysis to quantify.  Information on this event has been
made available to the public and can be accessed at http://www.Hanford
gov/envmon/indes.html.  This site also provides a link to information on
the independent offsite air monitoring that was conducted by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.

369-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

369-5: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

369-6: See response to comment 369-4.  FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from
the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and
no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

Commentor No. 369:  Peter B. Roth (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 369
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Commentor No. 370:  Roger H. Webb Response to Commentor No. 370

From: RogerHWebb@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:ROGERHWEBB@AOL.COM]

Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 1:44:12 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: Mjcontini@aol.com%internet; PamAWebb@aol.com%internet;
roger_h_webb@rl.gov%internet
Subject: Public Comment on FFTF PEIS
Auto forwarded by a Rule

2115 Blue Jay Lane
West Richland, WA 99353
(509) 967_6600
e_mail: rogerhwebb@aol.com

August 31, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown, U.S. Department of Energy,
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems,
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Road,
Germantown, Maryland 20874_1290

Subject: Public Comments on the NI PEIS for the FFTF

Ms. Colette E. Brown:

Thankyou for the opportunity to make comments on the Nuclear
Infrastructure Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) dated July 24, 2000. My
name is Roger Webb, and I am an engineering consultant in the
nuclear industry as well as an 11_year resident of the Tri_Cities.
I have a B.S. in Nuclear Engineering and am a registered
professional engineer in the state of Washington. I am submitting
my comments electronically as I have a schedule conflict with the
available public comment opportunities.

Although I can expand upon my comments if needed, I am
submitting a brief and concise set of comments to limit volume
in the federal records:
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Commentor No. 370:  Roger H. Webb (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 370

D Medical isotopes have proven overwhelmingly beneficial for the
health and welfare of our families and friends and a solid source is
needed. Anyone who has had personal experience with a family
member or friend that could have been saved from death,
diagnosed for specific life_enhancing treatments, or given
isotope life_enhancing treatments but was not could and most
likely would testify for the restart of the FFTF. The issue of
restarting the FFTF is fundamentally political and economical, but
the overwhelming benefits provided to peoples lives cannot and
must not be limited to some political game. After all, what is the
monetary value of ours or our loved ones lives?

D The restart of the FFTF to generate medical isotopes will
accelerate the medical isotope technology for continued
improvements in the quality of people's lives. Additionally, restart
of the FFTF as an existing facility will surely save lives and
money. Clearly, restart of the FFTF will take 3 years and the
building of a new facility will take approximately 10 years.
From a safety and performance point_of_view, the FFTF has a
proven track_record of excellent and safe performance and
is expected to have a remaining lifetime of at least 35 years
to support said missions.

D The restart of the FFTF will provide a long_term economic
diversification multiplication effect for the Tri_Cities, Washington
state, and the whole United States. Cleanup of legacy Hanford
waste will continue to be a priority for the Department of Energy
and as this is completed, economic diversity will be reduced.
Restart of the FFTF will result in the development of core
medical isotope technology and health business and treatment
centers in the Tri_Cities and across the nation as well as
internationally. In a nutshell, restart of the FFTF to support the
generation of medical isotopes will provide our great country
with the foundation of being internationally reknown in the
area of medical isotope technology.

370-1 370-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 370:  Roger H. Webb (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 370

I request that you have FFTF declared the preferred alternative
in final PEIS and that you do so with a quick record of decision
to restart to save cancer patient lives.

Very Truly Yours,

Roger H. Webb, P.E.
(submitted via e_mail)

370-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 371:  Marjorie Worthington Response to Commentor No. 371

From: George Worthington
[SMTP:GBWORTH@EARTHLINK.NET]
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2000 10:59:59 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Comments on Draft PEIS
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I attended the August 30, 2000 public hearing in Seattle,
Washington, andlistened to arguments for and against the restart
of the Hanford FFTFreactor. The hearing clarified my long held
conviction that proponents ofplans to activate the reactor are in
some way connected with _ or buyinginto the arguments of the
"military and industrial complex" against whichDwight Eisenhower
warned citizens of this country over nearly 50 years ago.

Have we not yet learned that it is in our best interest to serve
ourselves,our fellow occupants of this fragile planet, and future
generations bycleaning up the messes with which we have
polluted our environment, andconcentrating on finding less harmful
ways to harness energy, to share andcooperate with each other in
more creative ways?

We must start with our own communities, and keep our promises..
Cleanup atHanford is an imperative. PLEASE honor the Tri_Party
agreement, shut downFFTF, and put all efforts into CLEANUP at
Hanford.

Marjorie Worthington
Enumclaw, WA 98022

371-3

371-4

371-1

371-2

371-1: DOE notes the commentor's concerns related to the use of its facilities
for defense purposes.  DOE made clear in its presentations and
discussions during the public hearings that the missions being addressed
were non-defense.  It is hoped that DOE's openness and desire for public
input were evident to the public attending the hearings.  The purpose of
this NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and civilian nuclear research and
development.  As evaluated under Alternative 1 in this NI PEIS, FFTF
would be restarted to accomplish these nondefense-related missions.
Other unrelated nuclear energy and defense-related considerations are
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  DOE’s Record of Decision for the NI
PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

371-2: The restart of FFTF or any of the other proposed alternative facilities
would not impact the schedule or available funding for existing cleanup
activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.  The NI PEIS addressed the
environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the
waste generated by the proposed actions for all alternatives and
alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

371-3: DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. The DOE
missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

371-4: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at
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Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Commentor No. 371:  Marjorie Worthington (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 371
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Commentor No. 372:  Del Ballard Response to Commentor No. 372

From: del ballard[SMTP:DEL_BALLARD@PRODIGY.NET]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 12:46:52 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: senator_murray@murray.senate.gov%internet
Subject: Support for Restart of FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette Brown, Document Manager

Reference DOE/EIS_0310D, Draft IN PEIS

I strongly support the option to restart the FFTF at Hanford,
Washington, to meet all isotope production and research
requirements.Reports have shown that the FFTF can meet all of
the nations needsrelative to production of Plutonium 238, to make
isotopes for medicine,and provide an excellent tool for research
and development.

This "newest and most modern" of existing DOE reactors is a
proven anddependable facility. Why think of starting from scratch
to constructnew facilities at immense expense to the taxpayers
when we have anexisting facility.. I know from personal experience
while working myentire professional career on Government projects
that inevitably suchhigh technology facilities cost more and take
longer to place inoperation than initially estimated. Such increased
costs and delayswould very likely be true of any new reactor or
accelerator.

I believe that the medical isotope technology field will grow to be a
major health contributor for the nation and the world. FFTF has the
capacity for the production of the many and varied types of
isotopesneeded. Some isotopes that will surly be needed and
used in thefuture, such as copper 67, cannot be produced in the
proposed newresearch reactor. The FFTF, and the fast neutrons it
produces, has thatcapability.

372-1

372-2

372-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

372-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for restarting FFTF for enhancing its
existing nuclear facility infrastructure for medical isotope production.

372-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 372:  Del Ballard (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 372

Estimates have show that the construction cost of a new
small, and less productive, reactor will be almost twice that
of restarting the FFTF_when adding on the cost of FFTF
deactivation. The slightly higher annual operating cost of
the FFTF over a new reactor will be well worth the price.

FFTF exists and is paid for _ lets use it!!

Del Ballard, PE, Civil Engineer.
(509) 946_6401

372-3

372-1
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Commentor No. 373:  Craig L. Bennett Response to Commentor No. 373

From: craigben@concentric.net%internet
[SMTP:CRAIGBEN@CONCENTRIC.NET]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 11:35:53 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF EIS comments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Leaves

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE_50

My name is Craig L. Bennett and I am a former cognizant safety
engineer for the Reactor andHeat Transport sug_systems of the
FFTF and also a former FFTF Reactor Core Management
Nuclear Engineer. I have been in the Nuclear Business since
1955 with General Electric,Battelle Northwest, Westinghouse
Nuclear Fuel Division, and finally Westinghouse Hanford
Company when I retired in 1996.

I am wholeheartedly in favor of restart of the FFTF, it is the safest,
most stable reactor I've beenaround and worked on.
I believe it should be kept in operation and used for Medical
Isotope production and continuedtesting of fuels and materiels for
the next generation of fast reactors. It's a good place to convert
excess weapons grade plutonium to a peaceful use. I have NO
problems living here in theTri_Cities, WA nearby operating
reactors.

373-1 373-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
although it should be noted that conversion of excess weapons grade
plutonium is not one of the stated missions for which it would be restarted.
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Commentor No. 374:  Dan Moore Response to Commentor No. 374

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Dan Moore
1740 12th Ave South
Seattle, WA 98144

Calling to urge you to add my comment regarding Hanford.
Expressing my opposition torestarting of the FFTF reactor
and urging the Department of Energy to honor the Tri_Party
Agreement and shut down FFTF once and for all. My
opinion is in the interest of public healthof the communities
around Hanford and through the Northwest. Thank you for
your time. Please send me a written comment regarding
your actions on this. Thank you.

374-1

374-2

374-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

374-2: DOE notes the commentor’s and concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the Tri-Party Agreement milestones.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
Agreement.  A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the
milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the
DOE reaches a decision on whether the facility will be used to meet
mission needs.  Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.
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NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Theresa Howell
128½ Rogers Street, NW
Olympia, WA 98502
360_705_8614

I actually just heard that there was a hearing but I missed
it in Seattle. I actually grew up in Eastern Washington
near the Tri_Cities in a small farming town. I just wanted
to let you know that I feel it is really extremely important
that we clean up Hanford and not just do it now, but we
should have done it years ago. We shouldn't be putting
any more waste in the State of Washington at all. We
have the most hazardous waste of any other state in the
nation and that is ridiculous. That is right near my home
town, so you should not add any more waste. You should
clean it up as soon as possible. Like, it just seems really
crazy that the places that ship the waste to us get to
comment about the state of the environment and the State
of Washington and that scares me. Scares me because
the [area] of eastern Washington and the Columbia River
are the most beautiful places, and I mean it is great.
If you can send me information about your process
and what your final decision is going to be that would
be great. That was probably the same amount of
testimony time that you gave everyone at the public
hearing. Hopefully that works for you. Thank you.

Commentor No. 375:  Theresa Howell Response to Commentor No. 375

375-1

375-3

375-1

375-2

375-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The proposed
activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford
cleanup activities.

375-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

375-3: Although not within in the scope of the NI PEIS, DOE notes the
commentor's concerns regarding river transportation of waste to the
Hanford Site and cleanliness of the Columbia River.  In general,
hazardous wastes are not shipped to Hanford by barging on the Columbia
River.  There are two exceptions to this: 1) transport of Trojan Nuclear
Reactor components for disposal in a commercial disposal site, and 2)
transport of decommissioned submarine reactor compartments for burial
at Hanford.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from  operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 375:  Theresa Howell Response to Commentor No. 375

DOE notes the commentor’s questions regarding the NEPA process and
request for information.  As requested, the commentor has been added to
the program mailing list and will receive a notice announcing the
availability of the Final NI PEIS and the Record of Decision, when
published.  DOE is required under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) to prepare an environmental impact
statement when its actions could significantly affect the quality of the
human environment.  Also in compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the
scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's
proposed alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.
In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.
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Commentor No. 376:  Kelly Caldwell Response to Commentor No. 376
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Commentor No. 376:  Kelly Caldwell (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 376

376-1

376-2

376-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

376-2: DOE notes the commentor's interest in the Hanford cleanup and
sustainable energy sources.  The current Hanford cleanup mission is high
priority to DOE.  Implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would have no impact on the schedule or available funding for existing
cleanup activities.  Exploration of solar power and research and
development of other alternative energy sources are beyond the scope of
this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The DOE missions to be addressed in
this PEIS, which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes,
the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and
development, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or
accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 377:  Laura Paxten

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/1/00

Laura Paxten
3239 NW Vonn Street
Portland, OR
503_227_4815

I would like the DOE to permanently and immediately take
the Fast Flux Test Facility offline forthe Hanford nuclear
facility. I am a citizen in Portland, Oregon. I am a
registered voter. I agreewith Mark Hatfield, former senator,
whose letter appeared in the Oregonian today. I do not
wantHanford started up in any way. Thank you.

377-1

Response to Commentor No. 377

377-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Response to Commentor No. 378

378-1

378-2

378-1

Commentor No. 378:  Brian J. Lutenegger

378-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions.  Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use.  These radioisotope power systems have
been used for almost 40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their
performance, safety, and reliability in various NASA space missions.
NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.

378-2: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from plutonium-
238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with plutonium-238
processing would be small.
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Commentor No. 378:  Brian J. Lutenegger (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 378

378-3

378-4

378-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

378-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern for the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons, although issues such as the use of nuclear power
sources in space-based weapons systems are beyond the scope of this
Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  None of the proposed actions are defense
or weapons related.  The plutonium-238 produced would be for civilian
NASA space exploration missions, not for defense missions.
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Commentor No. 379:  William Hyde
Automotive Research Corporation

Response to Commentor No. 379

379-1

379-2

379-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy production
methods and alternative power sources for future space missions,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy sources
are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS. NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and research
priorities.  The DOE missions to be addressed in this PEIS, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development, can
currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

379-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for either the No Action Alternative
or Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 379:  William Hyde (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 379
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Commentor No. 380:  David Hensel Response to Commentor No. 380

380-1

380-2

380-3

380-4

380-1: As stated in the comment, the proposed facility will not produce
weapons grade plutonium. Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not
used in nuclear weapons.  The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS
would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from
irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas
reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated
nuclear fuel.  As discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact
assessment report, use of this technology to produce plutonium-238 from
irradiated targets will not create a nonproliferation threat.  DOE is
committed to full compliance with and support of the U.S. policy
prohibiting reprocessing.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to
further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

380-2: The use of any of the proposed alternative facilities for the stated
missions would not have an impact on the cleanup missions at Hanford,
INEEL, or ORR.  The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by
the proposed actions for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
 These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and appropriate DOE orders.  Waste generation is detailed in Chapter 4
of the NI PEIS for each of the alternatives.

380-3: A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator.  This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
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Commentor No. 380:  David Hensel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 380

September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for
large RTG may be maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

380-4: Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility
and the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is
under consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
from irradiated targets. This facility will meet the criteria to conduct
these operations safely with further analysis and/or minor
modifications.
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Commentor No. 381:  Ellen Glaccum Response to Commentor No. 381

381-1

381-2

381-1
381-3

381-4

381-5

381-1

381-2

381-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238
for use in future NASA space exploration missions.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8
pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-
238 to support these missions currently exists. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems
for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the
suspension of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to
permit reprogramming of funds to support development of a new
radioisotope power system based on a Stirling technology generator.
This new radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject
correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source.
However, the Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has
requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-
238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2
of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for
reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

The technology that is discussed in the NI PEIS would be used to
chemically separate plutonium-238 and neptunium from irradiated
targets and not from irradiated or spent nuclear fuel, whereas
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Commentor No. 381:  Ellen Glaccum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 381

reprocessing separates weapons grade plutonium-239 from irradiated
nuclear fuel.  As discussed in the separate nonproliferation impact
assessment report, use of this technology to produce plutonium-238
from irradiated targets will not create a nonproliferation threat.  DOE is
committed to full compliance with and support of the U.S. policy
prohibiting reprocessing.

Use of any of these facilities for the stated missions would not impact
cleanup missions at DOE sites.

381-2: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL.  At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certain facilities at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
the irradiated targets.  These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period.  The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.  At Hanford,
the existing high-level radioactive waste facilities would not be used,
and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting
from processing the irradiated  targets.

The Settlement Agreement (i.e., Spent Fuel Settlement Agreement, dated
October 16, 1995) between U.S. DOE and the State of Idaho established
schedules for the treatment of existing high-level radioactive waste,
transuranic waste, mixed waste and removal of spent nuclear fuel from the
state.  This agreement is not applicable to newly generated wastes.

381-3: An extensive discussion of the geology and associated geologic hazards
of INEEL and vicinity is provided in Volume 1, Section 3.3.5 of this
NI PEIS.  The hydrogeology of the site, to include the Snake River Plain
aquifer, is described in Section 3.3.4.2.1.  Since publication of the Draft
NI PEIS, additional facility location-specific information has been
added to these referenced sections as reflected in this Final NI PEIS.
Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.2.3.2.5,
4.3.2.1.5, 4.4.1.1.5, 4.4.2.1.5, 4.5.2.2.5, and 4.6.2.2.5) addressing use
of Building CPP-651, FDPF, and ATR indicate that large-scale geologic
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conditions (i.e., seismic and volcanic activity) present a relatively low
risk to the proposed facilities.  Historically, regional earthquakes have
resulted in small effects on INEEL and would not be expected to
significantly affect specially designed or reinforced structures.  Also,
the potential for recurrence of volcanic activity associated with
identified volcanic rift zones during the 35-year mission timeframe is
also very low.  In addition, DOE will assess the need to evaluate and
upgrade the existing facilities in response to natural geologic hazards in
accordance with DOE Order  420.1 Facility Safety.  This evaluation is
periodically performed as part of facility Safety Analysis Report
updates.

381-4: Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility
and the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is
under consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
from irradiated targets. This facility will meet the criteria to conduct
these operations safely with further analysis and/or minor
modifications.

381-5: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to
meet its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the
no action and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not
used for the production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a
production facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under
Alternative 2), it would support medical and industrial radioisotope
production to the extent possible.  DOE would try to minimize the
impact of the new mission on current medical and industrial
radioisotope production.

Commentor No. 381:  Ellen Glaccum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 381
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Commentor No. 383:  Charity Schweiger Response to Commentor No. 383

383-1 383-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 385:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 385

385-1 385-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 386:  Beth Call Response to Commentor No. 386

386-1

386-3

386-4

386-5

386-6

386-4

386-2

386-1: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states:  “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated  missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

386-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

386-3: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g.,
solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities. High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF.  It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at

386-2
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each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

386-4: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior
public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Any future waste generated by these activities  will be conducted in
accordance with applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
appropriate DOE orders.

386-5: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  No component of the proposed
action is for the purpose of supporting any defense or weapons-related
mission.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,

Commentor No. 386:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 386
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estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not
supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be
exhausted by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply
of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space
exploration missions may be lost.

Commentor No. 386:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 386
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A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of  SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator. This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires one-third less plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the
Stirling technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
September 22, 2000, letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as
backup.  Section 1.2.2 was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission
needs.

386-6: The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
people in the Puget Sound area to risks associated with the transport of
weapons-grade plutonium.  None of the proposed alternatives would
involve the shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in the
United States.  Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at
some point to import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this
time, however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any
specific port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it
would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe

Commentor No. 386:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 386
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Commentor No. 386:  Beth Call (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 386

to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1
chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).
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Commentor No. 387:  U.S. Representative Doc Hastings Response to Commentor No. 387

387-1

387-2

387-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for implementation of Alternative 1
(Restart FFTF).  The alternatives evaluated in this NI PEIS are described
in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

387-2: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities.  As described in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

387-3: As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed
alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford.

Spent nuclear fuel resulting from implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, would not be managed at commercially available facilities.  As
described in Section 4.3.1.1.14 of Volume 1, it would be placed in existing
storage facilities or dry storage casks at FFTF, pending availability of a
disposal site.

387-4: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from  operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

387-3

387-4
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Commentor No. 387:  U.S. Representative Doc Hastings
(Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 387

387-5

387-8

387-5: As discussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA's deep space missions.  Plutonium-238 is not
used to produce nuclear weapons.  All missions considered in the NI PEIS
are for civilian purposes.

387-6: As discussed in Section 4.3, implementation of Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, would pose no significant risk to the health and safety of the
public or workers.

387-7: The commentor's position on medical isotope production in FFTF is
noted. As discussed in Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1, no single-production
method evaluated could satisfy all of the Expert Panel's medical isotope
projections.  The medical isotope mission is discussed in Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1.

387-8: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “… ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  Cost is one of
the factors that will be considered in developing the Record of Decision.
Other factors include environmental impacts,  public input,
nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance, policy, and
program objectives.

387-9: DOE notes the commentor's position on medical research and
applications of radioisotopes.

387-10: The commentor's position on FFTF capabilities to produce medical
isotopes is noted.  Findings of the Expert Panel are discussed in Section
1.2.1 of Volume 1.  The use of medical isotopes has tracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel's growth projections made in 1998.

387-11: DOE agrees that the FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3
of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would be small.

387-6

387-7

387-9

387-10

387-11
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Commentor No. 387:   U.S. Representative Doc Hastings
(Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 387

387-12

387-13

387-14

387-12: The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented
in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.
However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is
reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial,
the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure
missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for
satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit
analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in the PEIS.

387-13: While it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of radioisotopes in
biological, agricultural, and industrial applications may be substantial, the
purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure missions
Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for
satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the
alternatives.

387-14: The commentor's position on nuclear research and education is noted.
The nuclear energy research and development mission for civilian
applications is described in Section 1.2.3 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 388:  Shakir Zaman Response to Commentor No. 388

388-1

388-2

388-3

388-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

388-2: DOE notes commentor's support for restarting FFTF for enhancing its
existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

388-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for using the FFTF for the
enhancement of its nuclear facility infrastructure.
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Commentor No. 389:  Frank E. Cole Response to Commentor No. 389
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Commentor No. 389:  Frank E. Cole (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 389

389-1 389-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 389:  Frank E. Cole (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 389

389-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 390:  Sheila Rege
Oncology Group PLLC

Response to Commentor No. 390

390-1 390-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-556

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 390:  Sheila Rege (Cont’d)
Oncology Group PLLC

Response to Commentor No. 390
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Commentor No. 391:  Paul R. Prevo Response to Commentor No. 391

391-1 391-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 392:  Patricia Heasler Response to Commentor No. 392

392-1 392-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 393:  Sheryl Paglieri Response to Commentor No. 393

393-1 393-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 394:  Walter W. Laity Response to Commentor No. 394

394-1 394-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 395:  John B. Logan Response to Commentor No. 395

395-1 395-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 396:  Richard O. Zimmerman Response to Commentor No. 396

396-1 396-1: The definition of safety with regard to nuclear weapons has been deleted
from the Glossary.
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Commentor No. 396:  Richard O. Zimmerman (Cont'd) Response to Commentor No. 396
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Commentor No. 397:  Robert J. Thompson, Mayor,
City of Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 397

397-1 397-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
although it should be noted that conversion of weapons grade plutonium
is not one of the stated missions for which it would be restarted.
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Commentor No. 397:  Robert J. Thompson, Mayor,
City of Richland, WA (Cont'd)

Response to Commentor No. 397

397-1
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Commentor No. 398:  G. Jansen Response to Commentor No. 398

398-1 398-1: Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 399:  Donna Noski, Council Member,
City of West Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 399

399-1

399-2

399-3

399-2

399-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views on decisionmaking in the NEPA
process.

399-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

399-3: DOE notes the commentor’s views that health care cost savings and the
importance for expanded medical isotope production be identified in the
NI PEIS.  The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are
presented in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.  However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis. While
it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable
alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23
if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and summarized in
the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 400:  Ken Dobbin, Councilman,
City of West Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 400

400-1

400-2

400-3

400-2

400-4

400-1: DOE notes the Councilman's views and observations.

400-2: DOE notes the commentor's views on the costs and benefits of the
proposed production of medical radioisotopes.  The estimated costs of the
range of reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost Report,
summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.  However, the Cost
Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is reasonable to believe that
the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose of this
NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of
Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for satisfying the mission
requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental impacts
that would result from implementation of the alternatives.  According to
40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be
reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.

400-3: The four years stated in the NI PEIS Table E-12 is not a misprint, but is
based on comparable radioisotope production research reactors that have
been designed and are being constructed in Canada and Australia, as
referenced in Section E.10.  The four year time period is for new research
reactor construction only and does not include design, licensing, and pre-
operational startup activities, which were assumed to require an additional
four years as presented in PEIS Figure 2-34 of Volume 1.

400-4: DOE notes the comment.
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Commentor No. 400:  Ken Dobbin, Councilman (Cont'd)
City of West Richland, WA

Response to Commentor No. 400

400-5

400-6

400-1

400-6

400-4

400-5: DOE notes the concerns expressed about efficient and coordinated use
of its facilities and resources.

400-6: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 401:  Jim Davis Response to Commentor No. 401

401-1 401-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 401:  Jim Davis (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 401

401-1
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Commentor No. 402:  M. F. Duffield Response to Commentor No. 402

402-1 402-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 403:  Ginger Vetrano Response to Commentor No. 403

403-1 403-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 404:  Roger J. Thiede Response to Commentor No. 404

404-1 404-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 405:  Walt Apley Response to Commentor No. 405

405-1 405-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

405-2: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 405:  Walt Apley (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 405

405-1
(Cont’d)

405-2

405-1
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Commentor No. 406:  Bruce Klos Response to Commentor No. 406

406-1 406-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.
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Commentor No. 406:  Bruce Klos (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 406

406-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 406:  Bruce Klos (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 406

406-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 406:  Bruce Klos (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 406

406-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 406:  Bruce Klos (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 406

406-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 407:  Joyce M. Fitzgerald Response to Commentor No. 407

407-1 407-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 408:  Victor and Roberta Moore Response to Commentor No. 408

408-1

408-2

408-3

408-4

408-1

408-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “... ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose
of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material will be
produced within the stated  mission.  All proposed activities are for
civilian purposes.
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408-2: For nearly 50 years, DOE's use of its unique technologies and capabilities
to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the widespread
application of medical isotopes seen today.  While its market share is a
small fraction of total world isotope production, DOE remains the key
provider for a large number of isotopes that are used in relatively small
quantities by individual researchers at universities and hospitals. Because
their application is initially experimental, these isotopes are not generally
purchased in large-enough quantities to make their production financially
attractive to private industry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

408-3: A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension
of SRTG development efforts was conducted in order to permit
reprogramming of funds to support development of a new radioisotope
power system based on a Stirling technology generator.  This new
radioisotope power system, referred to in the subject correspondence,
requires 1/3 less plutonium as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling
technology is developmental and NASA has requested in a
September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the plutonium-238 needed for large
RTG may be maintained as a backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Commentor No. 408:  Victor and Roberta Moore (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 408
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408-4: FFTF restart would not impact the schedule or available funding for
existing cleanup activities nor would it generate high-level radioactive
waste.  As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of
FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations.  It is DOE’s policy that all wastes be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

Commentor No. 408:  Victor and Roberta Moore (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 408
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Commentor No. 409:  Gene Koschik Response to Commentor No. 409

409-1 409-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 410:  Laurel Piippo Response to Commentor No. 410

410-1

410-2

410-3

410-4

410-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  It is DOE policy to
encourage public input on matters of regional, national and international
importance.  DOE’s Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based
on a number of factors including environmental impacts, public input,
costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other
policy and programmatic objectives.

410-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

410-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.

410-4: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

410-5: DOE notes the commentor's views about lessons to be learned from
other countries on waste management and the limited benefit of the
hearing process.  See also response to comment 410-1.  The U.S.
frequently collaborates with France and other nations with developed
nuclear power industries to share technology and nuclear practice
information and experience.
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Commentor No. 410:  Laurel Piippo (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 410
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Commentor No. 410:  Laurel Piippo (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 410

410-5

410-1
410-4
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Commentor No. 411:  Ken Greenwell Response to Commentor No. 411

411-1 411-1: DOE agrees with the commentor that an accelerator like the FMIT
would not be a viable alternative for the proposed action.  The
accelerators proposed for Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s),
are discussed in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.5 and Appendix F.

411-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 411:  Ken Greenwell (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 411

411-1
 (Cont’d)

411-2
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Commentor No. 412:  Dale Bartholomew Response to Commentor No. 412

412-1

412-2

412-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

412-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views.  DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.
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Commentor No. 413:  Rick Mounce Response to Commentor No. 413

413-1

413-2

413-3

413-2

413-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

413-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  DOE is committed
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.

413-3: The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public.  This dose is well within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5.  As discussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissions is 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year.  DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic
repository.
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Commentor No. 413:  Rick Mounce (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 413

413-2
(Cont’d)

413-1
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Commentor No. 414:  Alice and Peter Shaw Response to Commentor No. 414

414-1

414-2

414-1: DOE recorded all comments made at the public hearings and has
included them in Volume 3 of the Final NI PEIS with appropriate
responses.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments in preparing
the Final NI PEIS.

414-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 414:  Alice and Peter Shaw (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 414
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Commentor No. 414:  Alice and Peter Shaw (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 414
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Commentor No. 415:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 415

415-1 415-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-599

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 416:  David E. Nelson Response to Commentor No. 416

416-1 416-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 417:  William B. Garrard, Jr. Response to Commentor No. 417

417-1 417-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 418:  Joe Johnson Response to Commentor No. 418

From: Joe Johnson[SMTP:JOE@RICHLANDNAZ.ORG]
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2000 6:48:41 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Yes, I think FFTF would be a good thing for the
USA and Richland
Auto forwarded by a Rule

418-1 418-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 419:  Gerald R. Greenfield Response to Commentor No. 419

419-1 419-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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